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Dear Friends of LAPDOG/EAGER/LAUGHS:

This is a reminder of our discussion last time and a supggestion for
an zgenda of our next meeting.

At the December 19 meeting, there were several reports on specific
araas which raised a few new questions to be examined by our next
session:

1) The open dipole magnet was estimated at just under $1 M for an
axial field volume of (8 x 8 x 2)ft3. This price is not too certain
and needs a little more detailed study. Sewveral questions were raised
which indicate the need for understanding how possible medifications
would effect the magnet cost and feasibiiity. Included in these are:
a} The nature of the fringe field im such 2 magnet; B) The possibility
of modifying the Fau shape to maximize the useful field region

(for example pole~tip tapering

: \\Qf’i S @ as indicated on the sketch)
E ¢} How much can such a magnet
ﬁfiifi/?{;rrhh be opened up toincrezse sclid

angle and d) What is the maximum field strength one can envision?

2} Muon detection: Ower what angular range is muon identificaticn
feasible? Are muon signs determined unambiguously cver all momenta?

Is there a case for slots in the returnirvonm to aid in mwon identification?
Car some scheme for p focussing be devised that mipht allow stopping u
(polarization) studies to be pursued?

3) Shower detectors: The possibility of dis $u1v1ng Pb salrs in
mineral oil was raised as a cheap alterantive to Pb-glass. We should

pursue this technique with testcs this spring.

Marx and Gikband proposed an altermative to the open dipole field
hae
LEZ

vhich employs 2 smaller, cheaper solenoid. This scheme has many
interesting features and we felr that it should percolate until
our next meeting. At that time however, I feel we should attempt



